Previous research indicates that repeated mere exposure creates a diffuse feeling of positivity. Further, individuals induced to feel positive are more likely to help. Thus, repeated exposure should produce later helping behavior, even if the exposed stimulus is not relevant to the helpseeking target. In Experiment 1, participants were asked to help a target either after subliminal repeated exposure to the target, subliminal repeated exposure to a non-target, or non-repeated subliminal exposure. Counter to predictions, I found increased helping only after exposure to a relevant target. Experiment 2 examined the possible effect of delay between exposure and help solicitation on Experiment 1's results, but failed to replicate the findings of Experiment 1 or produce any meaningful results of its own. Implications of these results and ideas for future research are discussed.
and pulling felt like they were withdrawing from the object (an object construal) or whether (2) pushing felt like moving the object away from and pulling felt like moving the object toward the self (a self construal). Thus, pushing was analogous to approach for those who took an object frame, whereas pulling was considered approach for individuals who took a self frame (Seibt, Neumann, Nussinson, & Strack, 2008) . As predicted, those who took an object frame pushed more toward familiar than novel stimuli, whereas those who took a self frame pulled away from familiar stimuli more so than novel stimuli. Therefore, individuals with either construal type approached familiar stimuli more frequently than novel stimuli.
In other work, Bornstein, Leone, and Galley (1987) found that previous mere exposure to a social target increased agreement with that person. Participants were subliminally exposed to one of two target confederates. Later, participants read 10 poems and had to come to a consensus with the other two -participants‖ about the sex of the poem's unknown author. The results
showed that individuals agreed significantly more often with the confederate to whom they were previously (subliminally) exposed.
Moreover, Burger, Soroka, Gonzago, Murphy, and Somervell (2001) investigated whether mere exposure might increase compliance to others' requests. Specifically, they had participants complete a three-minute bogus task and then for two minutes afterward, the participants either sat alone (alone condition), sat quietly with a confederate who ostensibly was completing the same task (mere exposure condition), or chatted with a confederate who had also supposedly just finished the task (interaction condition). Subsequently, participants were solicited by the confederate with whom they had just completed the bogus task (or in the alone condition, a newly introduced confederate) to help peer-review an English paper. Results indicated that participants in the mere exposure and interaction conditions agreed to help significantly more than participants in the alone condition. Burger et al. (2001) argued that both interaction and mere exposure increased liking enough to promote subsequent compliance to confederate requests.
In a second experiment, Burger et al. (2001) replicated their first study with an additional condition. This additional condition was identical to the mere exposure manipulation of study 1, except that after exposure, instead of being asked for help by the confederate with whom they sat in the same room, participants were solicited by a novel confederate. Results indicated that participants complied with requests from novel confederates significantly less than requests from previously-exposed confederates. Burger and colleagues argued that these results showed that mere exposure to a person increased liking for him/her, which, in turn, increased willingness to comply with his/her requests.
In their entirety, these studies suggest that mere exposure can indeed facilitate positive social behaviors-one's willingness to approach another, agree with another, and comply with another's request. In this study, I seek to investigate whether repeated exposure can influence another type of positive social behavior, helping, and whether this can occur even when the experience of repeated exposure is nonconscious and unrelated to the source seeking help.
Positivity and Helping
Pro-social, or helping, behavior is a heavily explored topic within social psychology.
From the classic studies conducted by John Darley and Bibb Latane (1968) , which found that helping decreased as the number of witnesses increased, to the theoretical arguments over the altruistic versus egoistic root of pro-social behavior (Neuberg, Cialdini, Brown, Luce, & Sagarin, 1997) , helping has been at the forefront of social psychological inquiry. Not surprisingly, but of particular importance to the current investigation, evidence suggests that mood influences both the likelihood and strength of a helping response (Carlson, Charlin, & Miller, 1988) .
Specifically, positive affect tends to increase helpfulness, and even minor manipulations of positive affect have led to significantly increased helping.
For example, Cunningham, Steinberg, and Grev (1980) manipulated whether people in a crowded mall did or did not find a planted dime in a payphone coin return slot. Participants who received a dime, presumably pleased by the free change, were more likely to help pick up papers subsequently dropped by a confederate than those who had not found this -windfall.‖ Similar increases in pro-social behavior have resulted from other experimental manipulations intended to increase mood, such as succeeding in an experimental task (Isen, 1970) , being labeled a charitable person (Kraut, 1973) , receiving a free gift (Isen, Clark, & Schwartz, 1976) , being a member of a winning football team (Berg, 1978) , listening to relaxing music (Fried & Berkowitz, 1979) , and imagining a fantastic Hawaiian vacation (Rosenhan, Salovey, & Hargis, 1981) .
Importantly, the literature examining the mere exposure effect has demonstrated that previous stimulus presentation also induces positive mood. Perhaps the most convincing evidence of this fact comes from studies that collected psychophysiological measures. Namely, that the -mere-exposed‖ confederate was a fellow participant, and, in fact, the participant and this confederate had just gone through the same study in each other's presence. Because of this shared experience, the participant likely perceived the -mere-exposed‖ confederate as similar to the self, a condition known to enhance liking (e.g., Byrne, 1961) . Moreover, participants possibly inferred that the -mere-exposed‖ confederate attended the same university, was also in Introductory Psychology, and might have had the same class standing. Thus, the participants likely felt that they shared group membership with this confederate on more than one dimension, which also may have increased liking (Brewer, 1979) . The novel confederate that approached participants requesting help did not share an experience with participants and may not have been inferred to be an ingroup member. Therefore, it is quite possible that these other factors (perceived similarity, shared group membership), and not simple exposure, were responsible for the increased liking toward the -mere-exposed‖ person, which resulted in greater compliance with his/her request compared to the novel person.
The current studies, therefore, measured true pro-social behavior in a traditional mere exposure paradigm. In Experiment 1, I tested the prediction that nonconscious previous exposure to a help-seeking target would increase one's willingness to help that individual, and enhance the quality of the help offered, relative to a novel help-seeking target. I also examined whether repeated exposure to a non-relevant social target would also increase helping. This second hypothesis is based on the work of Monahan and colleagues (2000) described earlier.
In it, one group of participants was subliminally exposed to five ideographs, each five times (repetition condition), whereas another group of participants was subliminally exposed to 25 unique ideographs, each just once (novel condition). Results showed that self-reported mood was more positive for those in the repetition condition. Because positive mood can increase pro-social behavior, any experience of repetition should trigger increased helping behavior, even if the help-seeking target is not the repeated stimulus.
Experiment 1

Participants
One-hundred sixty-three introductory psychology students (90 females) participated for partial fulfillment of a course requirement.
Materials
Six photos of adult males, culled from the photo repositories of various university institutions, were used as the target, subliminal stimuli. These photos portrayed individuals in grayscale from the shoulders up with neutral expressions and were approximately 125 x 167 pixels in dimension. Additionally, 20 different images of 8-point random polygons 167 x 167 pixels in dimension and culled from Vanderplas and Garvin (1959) were used as the filler, subliminal stimuli. Finally, twenty-five black and white patterned designs, 167 x 167 pixels in dimension, were used as masks to achieve subliminal presentation of the target (facial) and filler (polygon) stimuli.
Procedure
After participants were welcomed to the lab and consent was obtained, they were seated in a private cubicle for an ostensibly 45-minute long experiment. A computer informed participants that they would be asked to complete several unrelated tasks, the first of which After this exposure task, participants engaged in a roughly four-minute, unrelated filler task in which they were to choose the capital of every U. S. state from four given cities. Finally, participants were informed that the study was finished. At this point, the computer notified participants that they were free to see the experimenter for debriefing and leave the session, but if they had time, a male professor from the psychology department was soliciting help for a future study. The supposed professor's photo was displayed along with the following paragraph:
Hello! My name is Dr. Williamson. For an upcoming study, I need a story written with a neutral tone. The story can be about whatever you like; I just ask that it not be particularly happy or sad. Also, the more you write, the more helpful it will be. If you are willing to help me, please click -Yes I will help.‖ If you don't want to do this, please click -No, thanks.‖ Note that the target's face was identical to the one shown earlier in the mere-exposure same condition, but was novel for those in the other two conditions.
Importantly, by the time participants received this request for help, approximately 15-20 minutes had passed in the experimental session. Because participants signed up for what they believed would be a 45-minute experiment, they were not facing any time pressure. Thus, if participants refused to help, it was not for this reason. For those who agreed to help, they were directed to type out a neutral story of whatever length they desired into MediaLab, which recorded both what participants wrote and how much time they spent composing their story.
After completing the helping task, or if they refused to help, participants then provided basic demographic information, were probed for suspicion, debriefed, and thanked. Overall, the design was a one-factor experiment, with three levels (mere-exposure same, mere-exposure different, and novel) manipulated between-participants. Two separate dependent measures consisted of whether participants chose to help (hereafter termed help likelihood) and, if so, the quality of that help, as measured by prose length and time spent writing, (McCabe & Peterson, 1984) . Quality was considered important to examine because even if participants chose to help, if the value of that assistance was poor it would not, after all, be particularly helpful.
Results
Sixteen participants were removed before all analyses, 14 for guessing that the study was in fact about helping behavior, 1 for explicitly stating that s/he purposefully did not follow instructions, and 1 whose prose-length and time-spent-writing scores were greater than 3 SDs from the mean. This left 147 participants available for further analyses.
Help likelihood. Whether participants chose to help the ostensible professor was subjected to a chi-square analysis. I predicted that participants in each of the mere-exposure conditions would be more likely to help than participants in the novel condition. However, analyses indicated that helping rates did not differ by condition, χ 2 (2) = 2.410, p = .300. That is, participants were equally likely to help in the mere-exposure same (24%), mere-exposure different (27%), and novel (38%) conditions (see Table 1 ). Thus, on this dependent measure, the hypothesis was not supported.
Help quality. Of the 147 participants available for analyses, only 44 actually chose to help the ostensible professor. Thus, quality of help can only be assessed on those 44 participants.
To remind, both prose length and time spent writing were measured. Each was positively skewed and therefore log transformed. Moreover, because these indices were highly correlated (r = .823, p < .001) each measure was standardized, combined, and averaged into a single index of help quality.
It was predicted that participants in each of the mere-exposure conditions would provide help of greater quality (i.e., would write more and for longer) than participants in the novel condition. A one-way ANOVA with condition as a between-participant's factor and help quality as the dependent variable was marginally significant, F(2, 41) = 2.778, p = .074. Contrasts were performed to further investigate a specific pattern that emerged (see Figure 1) . Specifically, as is 
Discussion
Once again, it was predicted that those in both mere-exposure conditions would be more likely to help and offer better quality help than those in the novel condition. Because the experience of mere exposure increases participant mood, and increased mood predicts future helping, it follows that mere exposure will augment helping behavior relative to those in the novel condition, even if that exposure is to a non-relevant target.
However, the obtained results were not entirely in line with my predictions. First, there were no differences in help likelihood. Participants in all three conditions were equally likely to offer help to the ostensible professor. This is particularly surprising, given that the majority of work in the helping literature, reviewed earlier, typically finds significant movement in help likelihood. It is possible that a floor effect constrained the data too greatly to have meaningful variability. After all, only 44 of 147 participants (30%) chose to help. However, this possibility seems somewhat unlikely given I was still able to find meaningful differences between groups on the help quality measure. More troubling still is that the descriptive pattern of results on the help likelihood measure was in a direction counter to my hypothesis (i.e., those in the mere-exposure conditions were less likely to help than those in the novel condition).
Additionally, I predicted increased help quality from both mere-exposure conditions relative to the novel group. Instead, I found augmented help quality only from participants who were exposed to the help-seeking target. This could imply that there is something special and unique about re-exposure to the help-seeking target compared to having an experience of repetition more broadly (that is not target specific). Indeed, some previous work in the fluency literature would corroborate this idea.
Fluency is the ease with which stimuli can be identified or processed (Jacoby & Dallas, 1981) . Previous exposure to a stimulus makes it easier to process, and the positivity this generates may be attributed to the stimulus itself, resulting in classic mere-exposure effects (e.g., Reber, Schwarz, & Winkielman, 2004) . Importantly, the work of Whittlesea and Williams (2001a, 2001b) implies that a discrepancy between expected and observed fluency is necessary for fluency effects to emerge. For example, Whittlesea and Williams (1998) presented participants with real words, regular non-words (e.g., Hension, Pingle) and irregular non-words (e.g., Stofwus, Lictpub). Later, old and new examples from each category were presented, and participants had to pronounce them out loud and then judge whether they were old or new. Their participants produced the most false alarms (saying that a new word was old) with regular nonwords. Whittlesea and Williams claim that this is because these words produced the greatest discrepancy between expected and observed fluency. That is, one would expect a non-word to be difficult to pronounce (non-fluent). However, the unexpected ease of pronouncing these words essentially tricked one into thinking the word must be old. In my experiment, only participants in the mere-exposure same condition would have experienced a feeling of discrepancy between expected and experienced fluency/familiarity. A stranger's face appears on the screen, that they would expect to be unfamiliar, but because they have subliminally been exposed to him earlier, Recall that between exposure and help solicitation, participants engaged in a roughly four-minute filler task. A filler task was employed because stronger mere exposure effects are typically observed following a delay (Bornstein, 1989) . However, this is simply because a delay makes participants less likely to attribute their diffuse mood states to the process of repeated exposure (Bornstein & D'Agostino, 1994) . Because exposure in my experiment was subliminal, however, a filler task is unnecessary. Yet, the filler task may have had the adverse effect of allowing time for participants' moods to decay (that is, to return to baseline). Thus, by the time the help request was presented, participants in this condition may have been in the same (or quite similar) affective state as those in the novel condition, leading both to offer relatively low-quality help. Though participants in the mere-exposure same condition should also have had their repetition-induced positive affect decay, they may have experienced an independent -burst‖ of positive affect upon seeing the unexpectedly fluent/familiar target person when the help request was issued. If indeed only these participants experienced positive affect at this time, only they should have offered high-quality help.
Experiment 2 was designed to test these ideas. The methodology of Experiment 1 was again used, but with the addition of a condition with no delay between exposure and help seeking. I predicted that those in the delay condition would reproduce the findings of Experiment 1. However, in the no delay condition, I expected participants in each of the mere-exposure groups to help more frequently and with better quality than participants in the novel condition.
Experiment 2
Participants
One-hundred three introductory psychology students (41 males) participated for partial fulfillment of a course requirement.
Materials
All of the same stimuli from Experiment 1 were reused for Experiment 2.
Procedure
After participants were welcomed to the lab and consent was obtained, they were seated in a private cubicle for an ostensibly 30-minute long experiment. A computer informed participants that they would be completing several tasks related to working memory. During the first task all participants were presented a series of scrambled letter strings. Participants had 15 seconds to unscramble the letters into a word (e.g., oarancflii [California] ). After 14 trials, participants were presented with the next task. For participants in the delay condition, the rest of the procedure is identical to Experiment 1. That is, these participants were next exposed to one of three sets of stimuli, completed a final filler task, and then were presented with the ostensible professor seeking help.
Participants in the no-delay condition, on the other hand, were next presented with the filler task from Experiment 1 in which they had to choose the capital of every U. S. state from four given cities. These participants were then exposed to one of the three sets of stimuli from Experiment 1, and then solicited for help. Thus, crucially, in the delay condition, participants complete a filler task between the exposure and helping tasks. However, those in the no-delay condition moved directly to the helping task following exposure.
The helping task itself also differed from Experiment 1. Namely, instead of being asked to write an essay for another professor, participants were asked to complete an optional survey.
Specifically, the computer again notified all participants that they were free to see the experimenter for debriefing and leave the session, but if they had time, a male professor from the psychology department was soliciting help for a future study. The supposed professor's photo Importantly, participants were not told how many items the survey contained. Additionally, participants were given the option with each item to either skip the question or stop answering questions entirely.
After completing the helping task, or if they refused to help, participants then provided basic demographic information, were probed for suspicion, debriefed, and thanked. Overall, the experiment employed a 2 (delay, no delay) × 3 (mere-exposure same, mere-exposure different, novel) factorial design, with both factors manipulated between-participants. Dependent measures consisted of whether participants chose to help and if so, how many items and of what type (Likert or short answer) participants completed. Moreover, I measured how long participants spent writing the short-answer questions.
Results
One participant was removed before analyses because her/his amount of time spent writing was greater than 3 SDs from the mean. This left 102 participants available for further analyses.
Help likelihood. It was predicted that after a delay participants in the mere-exposure same condition would be more likely to help than participants in the mere-exposure different and novel conditions. However, with no delay between exposure and help solicitation, it was predicted that both mere-exposure conditions would be more likely to help than the novel group. Accordingly, whether participants chose to help the ostensible professor was subjected to a chi-square analysis which produced a significant interaction χ 2 (7) = 50.12, p < .001 (see Table 2 ). Follow-up chisquare analyses indicated that when there was a delay between exposure and help solicitation, participants were more likely to help in the novel condition (89%) than the mere-exposure same (59%) and mere-exposure different conditions (60%), (all χ 2 > 3.718, all p ≤ .05), which did not differ from one another, χ 2
(1) > 0.005, p = .946. This pattern did not support predictions.
When there was no delay, participants were trending toward helping more in the mereexposure different condition (78%) than the mere-exposure same condition (50%), χ 2 (1) = 3.010, p = .083, but not more than participants in the novel condition (63%), χ 2
(1) = 0.952, p = .329.
Results for participants in the no delay condition also did not follow my predictions. I predicted that after a delay, participants in the mere-exposure same condition would offer greater quality help than participants in the mere-exposure different and novel conditions. However, with no delay, I expected both mere-exposure conditions to produce greater quality help than participants in the novel condition. A 2 (delay, no delay) × 3 (mere-exposure same, mere-exposure different, novel) factorial ANOVA, with both factors manipulated betweenparticipants, revealed no significant effects on amount of questions answered (all F < 1.567, all p > .215, see Figure 2 ). However, the same analyses revealed a significant main effect of exposure 
Discussion
There were several predictions for Experiment 2. First, for participants in the delay condition, I expected an exact replication of Experiment 1's findings. That is, I anticipated that participants in there mere-exposure same condition would be more helpful than participants in the other two conditions. On the other hand, for participants in the no delay condition, I expected to support my original prediction. Namely, I anticipated that participants in both mere-exposure conditions would produce greater help than those in the novel condition. Of course, as just shown, none of these predictions were confirmed.
Particularly noteworthy is the failure of the delay condition to replicate the findings of Experiment 1. The only meaningful change between this condition and Experiment 1 is the helping measure. This leaves a few potential reasons for the discrepant findings between Experiment 1 and the delay condition of Experiment 2. First, it is reasonable to suspect that the results of Experiment 1 were simply spurious, given that I was unable to replicate. Conversely, the failure to replicate may be the error. This is not entirely unreasonable. Experiment 2 has a smaller sample size and thus has less power than Experiment 1. Finally, the change in dependent variables between experiments may be exerting an effect. Help likelihood rates increased from 30% in Experiment 1 to 67% in Experiment 2. It is fairly obvious, then, that the dependent measure in Experiment 2 prompted more help. This is presumably because answering items on a survey required less effort than writing a short essay. Because most participants could easily provide some -help,‖ perhaps by mindlessly answering a few questions, this measure may not have truly captured one's pro-social tendencies particularly well. Future attempts to reproduce the current results would help identify the potential source of inconsistency.
General Discussion
It was predicted that the experience of mere exposure would increase affect and that participants enjoying augmented mood would offer greater help to a target in need. The current results did not, however, corroborate this hypothesis. First, Experiment 1 failed to find any differences in help likelihood across conditions. That is, all participants, regardless of manipulation, were equally likely to offer help. And when examining help quality, only participants who were earlier exposed to the help-seeking target produced better help.
Experiment 2 examined one potential explanation for Experiment 1's findings, the effect of delay between exposure and help solicitation. Once again, it was thought that the filler task implanted between the exposure phase and the help solicitation task of Experiment 1 may have allowed time for participants' moods to decay. However, this second experiment's contribution is challenged, given that it failed to replicate the first and produced findings of its own that are difficult to interpret.
The failure to replicate is particularly troublesome. The only meaningful difference between Experiment 1 and the delay condition of Experiment 2 is that Experiment 2 used a different helping (dependent) measure. Participants were certainly less resistant to completing a survey (Experiment 2) than they were to writing a short essay (Experiment 1), as evidenced by the increase in help likelihood rates across experiments. With the majority of participants choosing to help in Experiment 2, it is possible that some sort of ceiling effect constrained the data. Of course, this is unlikely given that there was obviously enough variability between conditions to produce the atheoretical pattern that I obtained, in which help likelihood was greatest for those in the novel condition.
It is also possible that the survey items contained in Experiment 2's helping task exerted an influence on the help quality measure (they could not have influenced the help likelihood measure, as these items were not encountered until after the decision to help). However, though I have no pilot data on the matter, the items culled from the Rational-Experiential Inventory (Pacini & Epstein, 1999) and the Regulatory Focus Scale (Lockwood, Jordan, & Kunda, 2002) seem subjectively innocuous and thus unlikely to have altered mood or engendered other processes that may have interfered with my ability to replicate the findings of Experiment 1.
Sample items include, -I have a logical mind.‖ and -I often think about the person I would ideally like to be in the future.‖ Moreover, even if these items were not relatively neutral in valance, I find it difficult to generate a plausible explanation for why these items would enable participants in the mere-exposure different group to produce better quality help than participants in the other two conditions.
Unfortunately, given the failure to replicate, it is difficult to believe the findings of either study. Therefore, future work should attempt to reproduce the current results to lend legitimacy to the findings and provide a springboard from which to explore other possibilities for the obtained effects.
Step one, in my mind, would be to attempt an exact replication of Experiment 1.
If I can find the same results again, that those in the mere-exposure same condition offer better quality help than those in the other two conditions, I would be confident that these results are legitimate (i.e., not a simple type I error). Once firmly established, follow-up studies, like Experiment 2 here, could further explore why mere-exposure to a help-seeking target exerts a unique influence on helping that mere-exposure in general does not.
Indeed, this work is worth further exploration because of its potential unique and meaningful contribution to several literatures. First, though earlier work has examined the ability of previous exposure to another to facilitate one's agreement to help that person (Burger et al., 2001) , no research to date has examined whether mere exposure influences one's actual helping behavior and/or the quality of that help. Also, it is debatable whether Burger and colleagues' work utilized a true mere exposure manipulation. In addition, as previously discussed, the mereexposure effect has largely been shown on attitudinal and judgment measures. Though such evaluative shifts are interesting, showing that mere exposure/repetition manipulations can shape actual behavior, especially one so socially desirable, is perhaps more compelling.
This work continues to have implications for the pro-social literature as well. Namely, if mere exposure can be found to have an effect on helping behavior, researchers, educators, policy makers, and laypeople who are interested in improving humans' proclivities to help one another (arguably the most important pursuit of the social sciences) will be aided in their pursuit to shape programs and interventions aimed at facilitating charitable and generous acts.
Conclusion
In sum, the current experiments did not support my hypotheses. Moreover, some effects failed to replicate across experiments and others are difficult to meaningfully interpret. However, mere exposure and its potential effect on helping behavior is still a topic worthy of pursuit and exploration. Future research should attempt to concretely explain the current findings so that other work can endeavor to understand related questions. 
Help (%)
Novel 38 ME -Same 24 ME -Diff 27 Table 2 . Percentage of participants, by condition, who chose to help the ostensible professor (Experiment 2).
Delay Novel 89 ME -Same 59
ME -Diff 60
No Delay Novel 63 ME -Same 50 ME -Diff 78 
